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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents findings from an independent audit of the November 22, 2006 air
quality analysis submitted by ASARCO LLC (ASARCO, the applicant) to the Texas
Commission on Environmental Qualify (TCEQ) to support Renewal of Permit 20345 for the El
Paso Smelter Plant. Both the air quality analysis and independent review were stipulated by the
* Executive Director in a letter to ASARCO dated May 5, 2006. The scope of this audit was to
review the analysis against the Air Quality Analysis Protocol, provided to ASARCO as an
attachment to the same May 5, 2006 letter. This audit was conducted independently of TCEQ or
ASARCO. Conclusions presented are based on the professional judgment of the reviewer and
offered for the consideration of TCEQ. Where presented, recommendations and conclusions are

non-binding.

Results from the review indicate the applicant conducted the air quality analysis in
accordance with the May 5, 2006 TCEQ modeling protocol (Protocol). As such, the modeling
results and conclusions presented in the analysis satisfy TCEQ requirements. Modeled results
show compliance for all constituents evaluated. However, comments are offered on portions of
the analysis that may warrant further consideration by TCEQ. These issues include: 1) the
potential for terrain-induced downwash from the Acid Plant Stack (Emission Point Number:
AP/ S); and, 2) the representativeness of the meteorological data used in the analysis, and/or data
for future analyses. Further analysis may be necessary, at TCEQ’s discretion, either by TCEQ or
the applicant, in order to determine the significance of these issues. Variances from available
guidance are noted where they occur, specifically the determination of background

concentrations via use of the 95™ percentile of the monitored values.




1.0 Project Identification Information

Applicant:

Permit Number:

Regulated Entity Number:
Customer Reference Number:
Nearest City and County
Applicant’s Modeler
Submittal Date

ASARCO LLC, El Paso Plant

23045

RN100219021

CN .

City of El Paso; El Paso County

David Cabe, Zephyr Environmental Corp.
November 22, 2006




2.0 Report Summary

Based on the review of the air quality analysis and professional judgment, the audit finds
that the applicant conducted the air quality analysis in accordance with the May 5, 2006 TCEQ
modeling protocol (Protocol). As such, the conclusions presented in the analysis are deemed
acceptable and satisfy TCEQ requirements. A total of 32 compounds were addressed in the air
quality analysis, which encompassed a domain of 50 kilometers, including all monitors and
schools within this region. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 were extracted from the Analysis and presented

for convenience.

All criteria pollutant modeling results of Plant emissions showed compliance. For the
State property-line analysis (TCEQ Chapter 116), the highest SO, 1-hour predicted concentration
~ was 923 png/m>, or 90% of the 1021 pg/m’® (0.4 ppm) standard. (Note: the applicant -
misrepresented the SO, 1-hour standard as 0.5 ppm instead of 0.4 ppm). The primary contributor
to this high concentration was found to be the Acid Plant Stack (EPN: AP/S). Based onthe =
calculation of Good Engineering Practice (GEP) Stack Height using neatby terrain, this source
should be reviewed for terrain-induced downwash. In addition, the maximum impact was
located at a 500-meter receptor in complex terrain. Nearby receptors were dramatically less than

the maximum value.

PM, 5 and PM( 24-hour and annual model-predicted concentrations were high due to the
addition of a conservative background concentrations. For the PM, 5 short-term NAAQS, the
| highest 7"-high concentration was reported, which is appropriate since the standard is based on
the 98" percentile. The highest second-high 24-hour concentrations was presented for PM10,
which is appropriate. '

Maximum modeled impacts for five compounds exceeded the TCEQ Effects Screening
Level (ESL) guideline concentrations (arsenic, copper dust, copper fume, manganense oxide, and
silver). The magnitude of the ESL exceedances were shown to be no higher than 1, with a
frequency of occurrence totaling less than 24-hours. These concentrations are within acceptable
levels established by TCEQ (TCEQ, 2001).




Table 2-1. Criteria Pollutant Modeling Results Summary

Results for NAAGS and Praperty Line Standard Alr Contamibnants
{cancentrations in micrograms per cublc meter excapt ag noted)

Alr aversging |  Background | Modeled Coﬂut:ln_tiun Dise 1o Plant®
Comaminant Pariod i Lovel* ‘Maximum Maxliium Maximum at
Anywhers | at Ay Schiool Any Mordter
1-heyr 0.5 ppmv . NA 0.4 pprw <,0.1 pprmw < 0,1 ppmy
Sulfur Dioxide —2H1Y" 1,300 664 249 1315 183
24-hour 365 185 734 G 62.0
Annual B0 27 N 4.3 8.4
Nitogen | ewal 100 a8 85 07 0.1
Dioxide .
M 24-hour | 150 93 | 268 a8 BERE
0 Anoual 50 41 46 0.6 0.2
24-hour | 35 21 ] 8.8 25 1.4
P "

Mas _Annual |0 16 8.5 24 0.4 0.2
Cabon | _ 1-hour 40,000 NA* | 538 20.0 7.0
Monoxide | 8-howr 10,000 hNa* | o28 5.2 1.4

Load® Bernonih 15 . 0.07 f 0.2 0.04 (0.004

! | 1hour 50 NA ] 8.7 1.0 nad
Suluric Acid 1

" | oahow | 15 NA 04 0.1 NAS

slanderd

g Notpre:

. Monliored concariralions repraseniative af lighast existing lsvels in areas of maximum impacts modeled for Flant
b, Highast 2 kigh modsied cancanbestaong reportod for shor-tarm averaging perinds, excepd dor propery-fine standant
| evaliations, whers highast 15t high concentration reported (sutiurie seid and 1-hoisr auttur dkxede)
¢. Maximum moteted lead concanrations are monthly averages, prowiding 16f conaanalive eompaisens 10 the quiredy

Na sulfurie scid amblend alr guality moniaing dida are known o have bean collectsd in the &l Pasoiivarez araas

! The NAAGS were established by EPA to protect public health, ilnclud’mg' the health of "sensitive’
populations such as asthmatics, children, and the eidery and o protect public wellare, including

Emtection against decreased visiility, damage to animals, crops, vegatation, and huildings.

The net ground-level concentration standards were established by the TCEQ to limit the net off-property
conoentration resulling from emisslans Trom a single property on contiguous properties. 1 this Analysis,
the 'properly” is the ASARCO Et Paso Plant site.




Table 2-2. ESL Modeling Results Summary — Page 1

Maximum
Modeled No. of
Concentration Exceedances
Air Contaminant | Averaging Time (ug/m®) ESL {pg/m°) of ESL
Alufnina 1-hr 1.8 50 0
Annual 0.04 ] 0
Anim 1-hr 0.2 5 0
ntimaony Annual 0.004 0.5 0
Arseric 1-hr 017 0.1 7
se Annual 0.003 0.01 0
Barium 1-hr 0.05 5 0
u Annual 0.001 0.5 0
Maximum
Modeled No. of
Concentration Exceedances
“Alr Contaminant | Averaging Time (Hg/m°) ESL (ug/m®) of ESL
o 1-hr 0143 0.1 -3
* Slver Annual 0.002 0.01 0
Co 1-hr 0,09 1 0
Telurium Annual 0.001 0.1 0
. 1-hr 0.008 1 0
Thallum Annual 0.0002 0.1 0
. 1-hr - 2.0 50 0
ZinG Oxide Annual 0.02 5 0




- Table 2-2. ESL Modeling Results Summary - Page 2

" Maximum
Modeled No. of
Concentration _ Exceedances
Air Contaminant | Averaging Time (Hgfm?) ESL (ug/m®) of ESL
Biemuth 1-hr 0.17 50 0
Annual 0.003 5 0
Cadmium 1-hr 0.04 0.1 0 -
Annual 0.001 0.01 0
. 1-hr 5.3 20 0
Calcium Oxide Annual 0.08 2 0
Chromium 1-hr 0.02 1 0
Annual 0.0003 0.1 0
1-hr 0.04 0.2 0
Coblt Annual 0.001 0.02 0
1-hy 21.9 10 13
Copper Dust Annual 0.15 1 0
1-hr 1.0 1 1
Copper Fume Annual 0.01 0.1 0
1-hr 1.7 50 0
Gyp spm Annual 0.03 5 0
1-hour 34.5 50™ 0
fron Dust Annual 0.5 5 0
s 1-hr 9.2 50 0
Iron Oxide Fume Al 01 S 5
. 1-hr 53 50 0
Limestone Dust Annual 0.08 5 0
‘ ; . 1-hr 3.3 2 5]
Manganese Oxide S v—— 0.02 05 o
Mercu 1-hr 0.0002 0.25 0
i Annual 0.00001 0.025 0
Nickel 1-hr 0.06 0.15 0
Annual 0.001 0.015 0
Selenium 1ohr 0.04 2 0
Annual 0.0008 0.2 0
Amorphous Silica 1-hr 1.1 10 0
{Respirable) Annual 0.02 1 0
Crystalline Silica 1-hr 4.1 _10 0
(Respirable) Annual 0.1 1 0

"The ESLs for iron oxide wers used for comparison with the modeled concentrations for iron dust since
iron is not received at the Plant as a salt or a pentacarbonyl, the only ofher iron compounds for which

ESLs for iron exist.

'@ Althotigh the TCEQ only required that public schools be evaluated, several private schools weres also

included in the Analysis




3.0 PlotPlan

Plot Plan .
ASAR@Q should provide a plot plan that shows a repressntation of locations of emission sourees
and buildings. It is preferrad that ASARCO submit the plet plan eleetronically in either "dwg"
or “dx[” formats,

The plot plan, presented in Section 4.0 of the analysis, and submitted electronically,
satisfies the requirements of the Protocol. For audit purposes, modeled emission source
locations and buildings were overlaid on 1-meter resolution El Paso County digital aerial
photography obtained from the Texas Natural Resource Information Service (TNRIS:
www.tnris.state.tx.us). The facility layout matched the aerial photography.




4.0 Area Map

Area Map

ASARCO should provide an area map that shows a representation of the cureen! property line,
topography, and localion of practicably known schools and smbient air monitors located within
50 Kitometers., School is defined in the Texas Health and Safety Cods § 382.052 as an
¢lementary, junior high, or sentor high schoal,

The area maps, presented in Section 3.0 of the Analysis, as well as Figures 3 and 4 of the
Executive Summary, satisfy the requirements of the Protocol. Appendix F of the Analysis
identified the location of all schools (El Paso, US Schools (non-El Paso), and Mexico). Though
not requested, the applicant also located and included model-predicted results at private schools.




5.0 Air Monitoring Data

- Afr Monitoring Data
ASARCO showld obtain available ambient air moniloring data from Texas, New Mexico and
Mexico within 50 kilometers of the site. Thase data will be used as representative background
concentrations of air quality. For short-term (averaging periods of 24-hours or less) standards
and ESLs, provide the highest monitered concentrations from deia within the mast recent throe

years, F_or quarterly and annual standards and ESLs, provide the highest mionitored
concenlrations from complete quarters or years within the fost recent three years,

If monitoring da_.ta within lh., past hree years arc not available for & contaminant that ASARCO
would be authorized to emit, older monitoring data from a period when ASARCO fucilities were
shut down ceold beused.

The summary of air quality monitoring data, presented in Section 6.0 of the analysis,
satisfies the requirements of the Protocol. Monitored concentrations for 26 monitors within
50km of ASARCO are summarized for the three-year period 2003-2005, along with available
data for 2006. For all averaging periods, the highest concentration is presented, accompanied by
the highest 2"%-high concentration for short-term standards (24-hours or less).

For the State NAAQS analysis for SO,, NO,, Lead, PMjj, and PM;s, a baCkground
concentration must be added to modeled impacts. Table 5-1 summarizes the background
concentrations provided by the applicant. The highest monitored concentration was used to
represent short-term background concentrations for all compounds, ‘exéept PM, 5 and PMjq.. Use
of the highest monitored concentration for background is conservative. For PM s and PM;, a
refined background concentration was determined based upon the 95™ percentile of yearly
measured values. TCEQ guidance for determining background concentrations was reviewed to
determine the appropriateness of these values (TCEQ, 1998). By itself, the 95 percentile
approach is questionable since it is not presented as one of the steps for determining refined
background concentrations. However, the applicant also presents a summary of monitored |
concentrations for days with similar meteorology to the highest modeled PMIO impacts. This
particular approach is identified under Step 4 of the TCEQ background guidance document:

o Identify the location of the receptors with significant concentrations from the project.
Determine the meteorological conditions associated with these concentrations. Obtain
hourly or daily concentrations and corresponding meteorological data from the Data
Management and Analysis Section, Monitoring Operations Division. Find meteorological
conditions that are similar to those that caused the modeled concentrations and identify
applicable monitoring data with the same meteorological conditions. Use this
concentration as the background concentration. '

~
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i

Given the acceptability of the Step 4 approach, and that these results are less than the 95™
percentile results, the 95™ percentile background concentrations are acceptable.

Table 5-1. Background Concentrations for SO;, NO,, PM,,, PM,5, and Pb

Pollutant/ Background Basis/
Averaging Period Concentration Monitor ID
SO, ~
3-hr 0.246 ppm (644 pg/m’) HI1H (Rio)
24-hr 0.071 ppm (185 pg/m>) H1H (Rio)
Annual 0.010 ppm (27 ug/m’) | Annudl Avg (Rio)
. NO,
Annual 0.02 ppm (38 ug/m) Annual Avg (C41)
PM,o
24-hr 93 pg/m3 95™ percentile (C12)
Annual 41 pg/m3 Annual avg (C12)
PM,s _
24-hr 21 pg/m3 95™ percentile (C12)
Annual 8.5 pg/m3 Annual avg (C12)
Pb .
Quarter 0.07 pg/m3 HIH (C413)

H1H = highest monitored concentration for the averaging period of interest

11




6.0 Modeling Emissions Inventory

Medeling Ernissions Inventory

For this aiv quality analysis, all primary and secondury sources of air contaminants emitted from
the site must be included in the site-wide analysis whether anthorized by permit-by-rule
(standarfl exemption), standard permit or other new source review pemmit or suthorization.
Comaminznts include: all pollutants with National Ambient Air Quality Standard: (NAAQS)
excopt ozone - e.g. PMig, PMys, 8Oy, P, NOy, and CO; state remulated pollitants listed in
Chapters 111 and 112 of 30 Texas Administrative Code; and pollutants with an Effects
Sereening Level (ESL), ‘

If ambicnt air monitoring data for criteria pollutants is not available in Texas within 50
kilometers of the site, ASARCO should develop zn emissions inventory for those contaminants
and include those emissions in the modeling analysis.

:&SARCO should provide a table listing tho correlation between source identifications (IDs) used
;’E t)he analysis and the emission point oumbars (EPNs) Hated on the permit application Table

ASARCO should provide a description of source sharactétizations uged in the enalysis and an
explanation why those characterizstions are epproprimte. For example, if an avea source
representation is chosen, the source should physically be emitting pollutants pesrly
homogeneously thronghout a horizontal plane,

ASARCO should provide justification for any elaimed adjustments to predicted concentrations
due to certain source characterizations, For example, the modeling adjustment factor for fugitive
emissions iy e used with the Industrial Source Complex Short<Term (ISCST3) model (third
revision) but not with the American Metoorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency
Regulatory Model (AERMOD).. According to AERMOD technical referomees, ARRMOD
should be ymore representalive in accounting for turbulence effects reluted to low wind speeds
and stable atnospheric conditions than ISCST3, The TCEQ has not determined if adjustment
{actors should be developed for AKRMOD at this time, :

Section 8.1 of the analysis states that the modeled emission inventory was comprised of

all primary and secondary emissions authorized at the site, including Permit 20345, Permit 4151,
and Permit-by-Rule (PBRs). Regulatory tables, such as the Table 1a or Maximum Allowable
Emission Rate Table (MAERT), were not included with the analysis; thus, this statement could

- not be independently verified. The approved emission rates were provided in a Microsoft '
Excel® spreadshéet (filename: ASARCO Model Input Excel Files.xls) and formed the basis of

- the emissions audit. The report states several emission rate revisions were applied to the
Renewal based on improved methodologies and/or emission factors. Corresponding
documentation for these calculations were summarized in Appendices C and H. The applicant
should provide an updated Table 1a and/or MAERT for the Renewal that incorporates the

modeled emission rates.

Model input parameters were consistent with the modeling report and are appropriate.
All but one source was modeled as a point source; the exception being the slag skimming activity
(Emission Point Number [EPN]: F-RSS) which was modeled as a volume source using effective
stack parameters. Emissions from matte pouring (EPN: F/MATTE/P) and slag pouring (EPN:
F/SLAG/P) occur outdoors and were modeled as point sources with buoyant plume rise.

12




A merged plume was modeled for the Main Copper Stack (EPN: CU/STK/AN). This
stack contains a center stack surrounded by an annulus. Equivalent stack parameters were
determined based on merging the flows from the two portions of the stack. Under 40 CFR
§51.100 (hh)(2)(ii)(A), this dispersion technique is acceptable since the stack, built in 1967, was

originally constructed with these merged gas streams.

Short-term emission rates were used for all compounds having a short-term standard.
Annual rates were used for annual modeling. Some discrepancies between the PM;, annual
emission rates presented in the master emission rate spreadsheet and Appendix C were noticed;
however, since the modeled emission rate was higher than the rate presented in the master
emission spreadsheet, any effect on annual modeled results would be less than presented in the

report.

Emission factor scalars were included for sources not operating 24-hours a day (i.e.,
daytime hours only). An hour-of-day scalar value of 1 was used for hours 7:00 am through
7:00pm, with remaining hours of the day set to 0.

Figure 1 of the Executive Summary shows dark areas at the northern end of the main
property that appear to be storage piles. No emissions sources in this region were included in the
modeling. To the extent that it has not done so, the appliéant may need to explain, to TCEQ’s
satisfaction, the nature of these emission sources and why they should not have been included in

the modeling.

Off-site sources were not included in the NAAQS analysis. Rather, the NAAQS
demonstration was performed by adding modeled impacts from ASARCO emissions to ambient

monitored concentrations. This option was provided for, and follows, the Protocol.

13




7.0 Model Used and Modeling Techniques

Maodels Proposed and Modeling Yechniques

ASARCO may select ISCST3 version 02035 or AERMOD version 04300, If ISCSTS is selected
and prediets the oocurrence of a re-circulation cavity on the Jeeward side of a stuctuce (hat
extends offproperty, lhen ISC-PRIME (Plume Rise Model Enhancement) (version 04269}
should be used to prediet concentrations for the receptors within the cavity,

The Protocol gave the applicant the option to choose either ISCST3 version 02035 or
AERMOD 04300 to perform the analysis. As presented in Section 9.2, ASARCO selected
AFERMOD version 04300 to perform the analysis; thus, satisfying this requirement of the
Protocol. As of December 9, 2006, AERMOD has replaced ISCST3 as the EPA-preferred
modeling for regulatory modeling applications and is appropriate given the complex terrain in

the region.

14




8.0 Selection of Dispersion Coefficients

Selection of Dispersion Coefficients ' .

ASARC,O should provide documentation ot how dispersion coefficients for use with ISCST3
were choscin. For AERMOD, ASARCO should provide documentation for the ehoice of albedo,
Bowen Ratio, and roughness length.

On-site meteorological data set was processed and used in the modeling. The applicant’s
selections for albedo, Bowen Ratio, and roughness length for input to the AERMET
meteorological preprocessor were sufficiently documented in Sectic_)ﬁ 9.3 of the analysis, and are
deemed appropriate. A 3-km region surrounding the plant was divided in to 12 30-degree
sectors. Sector-averaged values for albedo, Bowen Ratio, and roughness length were determined

* within this domain.

15




9.0 Building Wake Effects (Downwash)

BuildIng Wake Effects :

For ASARCO sourees only, provide a table licting af
: C 1 l aﬂ' d " 5 . - ) -
demonstration and the assoéiated building/tier h:;ihts, PR structures wscd B e modeling

The applicant selected AERMOD 04300 which incorporates the PRIME downwash
algorithm. Appendix E of the Analysis provided a listing of all downwash structures included in
the Building Parameter Input Program (BPIP-PRIME) Version 04274. The base elevation for all
-builiiings and sources was set to the Plant base elevation of 1155.19 meters. Modeled emission
source locations and buildings were overlaid on 1-meter resolution El Paso County digital aerial
photography obtained from the Texas Natural Resource Information Service (TINRIS:
www.tnris.state.tx.us). The facility layout showed agreement with aerial photography.

See Section 10.0 for the discussion regarding Good Engineering Practice (GEP) Stack

Height determinations and potential terrain-induced downwash.

16




10.0 Terrain

Terrain

IF ASARCO chooses (o use ISCST3, then the flat terrain opt . ' '
PPN Py i at terrain aption showld be used when tnodsl
jugitive emissions and the complex tereain option should be used when modelin?ﬁ:lﬁf

Predicted concentrations resultin :
) g from fugilive @ ; ii
concentrations resniting from stacks, $line sauses shodld be alted to (he predicted

IfASARCOchooscstou AR M. thert farra i - b
ol recepions se A.ERMOD, then terzain should be included for all sources, buildings,

Terrain elevations and hill heights were derived from 30-meter resolution Digital
Elevation Model (DEM) data. The AERMAP preprocessor was used to derive terrain maxima
- (i.e., hill heights). According to the report, the base elevation for all buildings and sources was
set to 1155.19 meters. However, in the course of the review,'some modeling runs for schools
and monitors were discovered to have been modeled using localized base elevations. Given the
distance to the monitors and schools, the implication of this discrepancy on the presented results

is believed to be minor.

The applicant presented Good Engineering Practice (GEP) Stack Height calculations for
the Main Copper Stack (EPN: CU/STK/AN) and Acid Plant Stack (EPN AP/S) based on nearby
terrain. The applicant determined nearby terrain in accordance with GEP Stack Height
definitions 40CFR §51.100(ii). The applicant modeled the Main Copper Stack with a terrain-
based GEP stack height of 550 ft. The physical stack height for the Main Copper Stack is 828 ft.
However, the Main Copper Stack was constructed in 1967; thus, it was in existence on
December 31, 1970, and is grandfathered from GEP requirements under 40CFR § 51.118(b).
Therefore, the physical stack height is the GEP height and should have been modeled (EPA,
1985). Since the physical stack height is above the nearby terrain, terrain-induced downwash is
unlikely for this stack. Moreover, lower modeled concentrations would be expected from the
828-ft stack, as compared to the 550-ft stack. The stack height used in the modeling analysis is

deemed conservative.

For the Acid Plant stack, the physical stack is 300 ft; whereas, the GEP stack height,
calculated from nearby terrain, is 375 feet. - Since the physical stack height is less than GEP, the
physical stack height was appropriately used in the modéling analysis. Given that the physical
stack height of the Acid Gas Stack (300 ft) is less than the GEP stack height (375 ft), it is
possible nearby terrain may be inducing downwash on this stack (i.e, terrain-induced
downwash). It is recommended that this potential issue be investigated further. If terrain is not
influencing the stack, the creditable GEP Stack Height would only be 65 meters (213 ft).

17




11.0 Receptor Grid

Receptor Grid

Q;Sﬁgg! sl;oﬁ?wdev;!:fc ; tgf:&p{oﬁj %1% ﬂzag extends 50 kilometees from the ASARCO site for
ali tnod : . sho ¢ placed in Toxas, Mexico, and Ne i
identificd schools and ambient aic monitors withi itor n ot o
; ls and : : tthiny 50 kilometers in Texas, Mexico, ar ‘
S:xlgols?c?md be modeled as d:sci_'ete receptors.  ASARCO should place sdditig:,a!ﬂ rét{!sg:g
cptols ayound the school and monitar receptors per standard modeling guidanw'

The modeled receptor grid satisfies the Protocol. A “full receptor grid” extending to 50-
km grid was fnodeled, accompanied by receptors specifically placed at ambient monitors and
schools. For the most part, the receptor grid was extensive and dense enough in spatial coverage
to properly capture the maximum impact. However, the maximum-modeled SO, 1-hour result
exceeded 75 percent of the TCEQ Regulation II standard, and was located at a course receptor
(500-meter) in complex terrain. TCEQ guidance suggests additional modeling should have been
conducted using a refined set of “tight” receptors around this course receptor to ensure the
maximum concentration is fully captured (TCEQ, 1998).

18




12.0 Meteorological Data

leg:groiogical Data
RCO shavld use all available on-site meteoroloai ;

‘ 1b] -8 eteorological data for criteria
modeling. For all other modeling, ASARCO should use the on-site meteorological data from

1976. If AERMOD s used, ASARCO should i ( i
» \] $ d, ASA] provide documentat ¥ thess ¢ '
fermatted for use in ABRMOD and what edjustments, if any, were mﬁai.on o these data were

pollutant (NAAQS)

The on-site meteorological data collected in 1976 was used as surface data input to
AERMOD. These data were comprised of wind speed, wind direction and temperature
‘measurements collected with a 75-ft meteorological tower. Per prior guidance from EPA and
TCEQ, the 75-ft measurements were adjusted down to 10-meters, for State Implementation Plan
(SIP) modeling purposes using ISCST. These same data were also used in the 1992 permit
application modeling. The 10-meter adjusted wind data were extracted from the 1976 ISCST
meteorological data set, and coupled with El Paso cloud cover data and upper air data, along with
the site-specific values for albedo, surface roughness, and Bowen ratio, to create the AERMOD-

compatible meteorological data set.

The Protocol gave the applicant the option of using either ISCST or AERMOD. While
use of the 1976 data follows guidance, the representativeness may be questionable, given the
adjustment of these data to 10-meters. Vertical profiles of wind, turbulence, and temperature are
fundamentally different between AERMET/AERMOD and ISCST. Preferably, the original 75-ft
observations should have been used in the processing. Apparently, these observations can no

longer be located.

In addition, several monitors now operate in the région: most notably TCEQ CAMS 12
(EPA ID #481401137, State ID C12), located at the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP), just
2.7 km away from the main copper stack. This station consists of a 10-meter tower that
continuously collects wind speed, wind direction, horizontal wind direction standard deviation,
and ambient temperature. These data would appear to be represéntative of ASARCO. Ifso, ‘
these data should have been considered for inclusion in the analysis, given the recent period of
record (1998 to present), absence of adjustments, and availability of turbulence parameters
sought in AERMET/AERMOD. "

If the nearby TCEQ monitoring data are not deemed representative, the collection of at

least 1-year on-site meteorological data from a multi-level tower is recommended.
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13.0 Modeling Results

Modeling 1tesults
;Sﬁ%? shhgu!d pravide results in maps and tables for each modeled contaminant and for each
aggﬁcablg :ta ;(ti::;n;ra%g Eng—tmat; averaging period. The maps and tablss should jacinde the

pplicable » Overall maximum predicted concentrations anywhere

- e =3 r y . . oL
E;:mi{;:;:% o?:-i:in::r:]: .co;g?(xittra&uns at the location of each identified school and gnﬁ:ﬁf I;BS'
mifor lecated within ometers, and representative observed o fons at th i
Iocations. Tor short-term ESLs, the ma 28 51 el both, e guorer
! tmaps and table i fiu

Coquoncy of rop ot infnmtati’on- ps and tables showld [nelude both magninsde and

i th? tesults oi: me analysty sht.)W’ tpat a standard or ESL could be exceeded when the ASARCO
ﬂfﬁf&“ﬁﬁl Sg:ﬁdifvtﬁg tgggc;neﬁagz? lt,js added to a monitored backgronnd concentration ASARC’O
ould > prediction is not representative dus 1o rastoorological ¢ an
.Eho‘ffd bc e‘xc]uded. ) ASARCO should then provide the highest rearcsenrétivegnonic [a::;otrfs o
e used in the analysis, ) e fo

If non-ASARCO sources are included in the criteria peliutant modeling analysis, ASARCO

sheuld provide a source contribution analvsis that sems A A
total contribution, yeols that separates the ASARCO contribution fiom the

Due to the large number of modeling runs conducted, the applicant did not provide maps
for each contaminant and averaging period. However, Bee-Line Software Short-term (BEEST)
mocieling input and output files were provided which facilitated plotting and obtaining the
necessary tabular summaries. Tabularized summaries of the results were included in the report.

The background concentration summary is provided in Section 5.0.
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